Research about the interrelation between anxiety and corrective feedback has mostly been conducted in face-to-face environments. The present study examines the relationship between students showing anxiety when speaking a FL and feedback as a potential anxiety inhibitor in an online oral synchronous communication task. Two questionnaires, the Foreign Language Anxiety Scale (FLAS) and the Corrective Feedback Belief Scale (CFBS), were administered to 50 students from the School of Languages in an online learning environment. T-test analysis showed a significant difference between the learners' preferences in two methods of CF. Recast and Metalinguistic feedback were better rated by the students who reported higher levels of anxiety in oral communication classes. Additionally, the High-level anxiety group rated teacher feedback as more effective than the other sources of feedback when compared to the Low-level anxiety group. These results indicate the need to take into account individual differences in terms of anxiety foreign language learning and students' beliefs about CF in order to help them achieve their learning goals in an interactive online environment.
Introduction
Anxiety is an element that hinders the learning of a foreign language (FL), especially in speaking tasks (Zhang & Rahimi 2014) . However, feedback can help reduce anxiety levels, and in turn, increase students' confidence. Most of the research about the relationship between anxiety and corrective feedback has mostly been conducted in faceto-face environments. Several studies on these two factors have been performed in a classroom context (Abedi, Mahadavi, & Hassaskhah 2015; Renko 2012) , but very little has been has examined them in e-learning. The present study examines the relationship between students showing anxiety when speaking a FL and feedback as a potential anxiety inhibitor in e-learning. In particular, this study explores how anxiety in learning a FL in a virtual environment, specifically in speaking tasks, relates to the beliefs that students have about corrective feedback. More specifically, our study proposes the use of Skype in a speaking class in which a student interacts with a teacher. adopt the definition of Tavangarian, Leypold, Nölting, Röser, and Voigt (2004) , who provide a more precise definition of what e-learning is and which is couched in constructivist terms:
We will call e-Learning all forms of electronic supported learning and teaching, which are procedural in character and aim to effect the construction of knowledge with reference to individual experience, practice and knowledge of the learner. Information and communication systems, whether networked or not, serve as specific media (specific in the sense elaborated previously) to implement the learning process (p.274).
It is our belief that such definition portrays briefly and concisely what e-learning consists of and includes two key elements in the concept, education and information technology (IT). Also, one must take into account the instructional design of e-learning, which currently relies on constructivism as the most adequate learning model, thus promoting the use of prior knowledge in order to build new knowledge (Koohang 2009 ). Murphy (1997) provides a description of constructivism learning theory, based on a thorough review of literature. Among the traits included in the description, there is particularly one that has direct bearing on our study, which is that of taking into account the learners' previous attitudes and beliefs in the process of knowledge construction. Our results on beliefs can then help online instructors to provide the feedback students need to perform better within the constructivist framework. Koohang (2009) puts forward a constructivist model for e-learning in which three key elements play an important role for learning to occur: learning activities design; learning assessment and the instructor's roles. The design of learning activities should aim at promoting cooperation, scaffolding, dealing with the real-world as well as social negotiation. Secondly, learning assessment is carried out in three levels including instructor, peer and self-assessment. Finally, the instructor's role is essentially that of a guide, coach and feedback provider. All these three key elements provide the very foundations of a constructivist e-learning environment, which according to Lin (2015) fosters greater interaction opportunities in L2 learning.
In sum, constructivists emphasize the design of learning environment rather than instructional sequences (Jonassen 1994) , where the principles for active learning, such as creating a learning environment for real life learning, social interaction and an experiential learning environment (Huang 2002a (Huang , 2002b , are of vital importance in order to favour learning in authentic learning tasks (Herrington & Reeves 2003) .
Studies of the effect of technology-enhanced instruction on achievement and studies of student attitudes regarding learning with technology have also increasingly been reported. For instance, Yu, She, and Lee (2010) found that low-achieving students could benefit from web-instructional methods. Also, Ward, Moule, and Lockyer (2009) found that the students in their study were not interested in using social networks as a learning tool. The results of these studies will help us better understand students' needs so as to reduce their level of anxiety and make them feel more comfortable when speaking a FL in virtual environments. In principle, these environments facilitate interaction between students and student-teacher; increase motivation; improve self-concept and mastery of basic skills; and enhance more student-centred learning and engagement in the learning process as well as more active processing, resulting in higher-order thinking skills and better recall. Students also appear to gain confidence by directing their own learning (i.e. Coverdale-Jones 2000; De los Arcos, Coleman, & Hampel, 2009; Stepp-Greany, 2002 ). More specifically, various studies have demonstrated the importance of using Interface Delivery Systems, thus facilitating interactions in real time between teachers and students as in Synchronous Audiographic Conferencing systems (SAC systems) and Skype (Hassan Das, Hassan, Bisdikian, & Soldani, 2005; Roseberry, Hirsh-Pasek, & Golinkoff 2014) . Some studies have observed that the use of technology fosters autonomous learning and decreases students' anxiety towards the use of technology as a helping tool for their learning process (Huang, 2002a) . Additionally, the use of technology is even beneficial for the assessment of language learning tasks (i.e. Hopkins, 2010) .
Foreign language anxiety
Anxiety is an emotional and individual characteristic which has an important role in learning a FL, also known as Foreign Language Anxiety (FLA). FLA is specific to a particular situation and is associated with learning a foreign language or with having to communicate using it (Ellis, 2006) . Such anxiety involves a sense of tension and also negative emotional reaction (MacIntyre 1999 , cited in Dörnyei, 2005 . Krashen (1982) sees a negative relationship between anxiety and feedback, specifically corrective feedback (CF). Feedback may adversely affect the emotional areas of the student, which, in turn, can negatively affect learning, especially in speaking tasks. If students do not understand the reason why there is feedback in the classroom, feedback could be considered as something threatening. However, if both the teacher and the student understand the role of feedback in learning, levels of anxiety decrease and thus learning is unlikely to be harmed (Horwtiz et al. 1986 ).
In general, it is considered that anxiety is a subjective feeling of tension, nervousness and worry, which is associated with the activation of the automatic nervous system (Zheng, 2008) , the source of which, in the case of learning, would be a combination of all of these factors. In particular, Zhang and Rahimi (2014) identified six sources of anxiety: a) personal problems and / or interpersonal; b) the interaction between teacher and student; c) procedures in the classroom; d) the assessment of language; e) what the teacher thinks about learning; f ) what students think about learning. Our study focuses on the assessment of language as one of the sources of anxiety, contextualized in a constructivist approach where formative rather than summative assessment is encouraged and CF, in tandem with its emotional impact on students, plays a critical role in order to scaffold one's learning.
Also, one should consider that students' L1 can influence the degree of difficulty when learning another language (Zhanming, 2014) . The fact that the literature on levels of anxiety in learning a FL show different results may be due to many variables such as the students' L1 and target language (Abedi, Mahadavi, & Hassaskhah, 2015; Baralt & Gurzynski-Weiss 2011; Martínez 2013; Renko 2012; Sheen 2008) .
Corrective feedback
Feedback is key in e-learning and formative assessment, as it seeks to improve student learning through the information the teacher provides, which allows students both to reactivate and consolidate prior knowledge as well as to focus on important aspects of what they are learning (Boud & Molloy 2013; Shute 2007) . Carless (2007) states that feedback should be turned into feedforward and in order to do so, feedback should promote learning by having students engage with it and act upon it.
There is ample literature on feedback mechanisms in both traditional and virtual contexts (Ion, Silva, & Cano 2013) . However, there are few studies that relate these mechanisms to the levels of anxiety that students can present when carrying out speaking tasks in e-learning environments. For instance, McNeil (2014) found that FLA in an asynchronous computer-mediated learning environment is low. However, FLA peaked in specific contexts such as in peer-assessment, grammar or pronunciation tasks, to name a few, which are not that different from face-to-face contexts as potential sources of FLA. Last but not least, it is vital that researchers who want to carry out a more pedagogically-based research should take the perception of the student into account (Hopkins 2010) .
In this sense, Abedi et al. (2015) recommend considering the levels of anxiety when giving feedback and suggest investigating possible relationships between these factors, especially in relation to speaking tasks, which are perceived as the toughest tasks by most students of FL. The present study is focused on corrective feedback (CF) provided to students when carrying out speaking tasks in an interactive online environment. It is assumed that CF is a response to errors in the interventions made by a student (Ellis 2006) . Seemingly, the impact of CF in learning is not always positive since in some cases it can increase student anxiety (Krashen 1982) . Teachers should also be careful with the amount of feedback that is provided. That is, too little or too much would be detrimental to the student. Interestingly, related to the two factors that we are investigating in our study, CF and anxiety, recast is only effective for students who show a low degree of anxiety (Lee 2016; Sheen 2008) .
In line with this concern, Zhang and Rahimi (2014) examined the beliefs of students on CF after being informed about the purpose, significance and types of CF. The CF strategies used in the study are as follows: Clarification request (the teacher asks students to repeat what they said); Repetition (the teacher emphasizes the student's grammatical error by changing his/her tone of voice); Explicit correction (the teacher gives the correct form to the student with a grammatical explanation); Elicitation (the teacher asks the student to correct and complete the sentence); Metalinguistic feedback (the teacher gives a hint or a clue without specifically pointing out the mistake); Recast (the teacher repeats the student's utterance in the correct form without pointing out the student's error); and No corrective feedback (the teacher does not give CF on the student's errors). The results indicated that regardless of their anxiety level both groups had similar beliefs about CF and strongly favoured receiving frequent CF in English oral communication classes when they were made aware of the purpose, significance, and types of CF. Similarly, Abedi et al. (2015) present six CF strategies: explicit correction; recast; clarification request; meta-linguistic clues; elicitation and the repetition of the mistake. Regardless of their level of anxiety, the students in their study expressed similar beliefs regarding CF. Renko (2012) observed that, of all the corrective feedback strategies investigated in their research, explicit correction and metalinguistic feedback create the least amount of anxiety in the learners. In this sense, Lyster and Ranta (1997) argued that metalinguistic feedback entails high-quality feedback and fosters uptake. Lochtman (2002) believes that the less-effective strategies are recast and correction, which is in agreement with the results observed by Surakka (2007) .
In this respect, Ozmen and Aydın (2015) showed that although most student teachers held a constructivist belief in defining teaching, their oral corrective feedback strategies varied in terms of correcting errors that relate to language proficiency, language components and task type. Also, in this study, the participants highlighted the importance of the learners' reactions toward feedback.
The feedback sources: teacher feedback, peer feedback, and self-assessment One last aspect worth considering is the source of CF. The most common feedback is feedback provided by a teacher (sometimes referred to as instructor). Gielen, Tops, Dochy, Onhema, and Smeets (2010) highlighted that teacher feedback is more complex than peer feedback and usually is interpreted by the learner as more reliable and effective. "Teachers also bring expertise in judgment from experience on similar tasks, giving them insight into various ways to solve the assignment and in the difficulties previous learners encountered" (p. 144) .
In relation to the effects of teacher feedback on learning, a number of studies compare teacher feedback to peer feedback. In general, they highlight the benefits of both types of feedback, though students prefer teacher feedback, considering it more reliable (Ertmer et al. 2007 ; Van den Boom, Paas, & Van Merriënboer 2007) .
Kavaliauskiene and Anusiene (2012) investigate students' attitudes towards the source of CF and found that peer-feedback is only effective where there is a friendly and cooperative environment. In addition, based on their results, they strongly recommend not interrupting students while they are speaking but instead teachers should wait until the end of the task in order not to undermine the student's self-esteem. Furthermore, the fact that students who are being assessed feel more communicative pressure when their interlocutor is someone with higher power and knowledge, such as a teacher, may also increase their anxiety (Ahmadi & Sadeghi 2016) . Self-assessment is considered a viable alternative to formal second language assessment for placement and criterion-referenced interpretations, although variation in self-assessment validity coefficients suggests potential difficulty in accurate interpretation (Ross 1998) . Learners can use this feedback to evaluate their approach to language learning. Nevertheless, the conclusions of several self-assessment studies are somewhat contradictory (Blanche & Merino 1989 ) since teachers and students perceived the effectiveness of self-assessment differently, depending on their teaching/learning contexts (Butler & Lee 2010) . Zhang and Rahimi (2014) investigated three sources in a face-to-face environment: teacher, peer and self-correction. Their results show that students value teachers' CF the most, followed by student peer-feedback, and self-correction was the least favoured. Abedi et al. (2015) , in a face-to-face study, coincides with Zhang and Rahimi (2014) in that teacher CF is the most favoured. Rollinson (2005) found in face-to-face environments that peer-feedback is less authoritarian and more supportive but students perceive it as less useful. Along the same lines, Renko (2012) showed that students with high levels of anxiety preferred less CF from teachers. On the other hand, Tseng and Tsai (2007) concluded that reinforcing feedback that provides a positive feeling or recognition of the work and suggestive feedback provided by peers are most useful for subsequent learning. Although this research generally reports that the value of peer feedback is seen as being equivalent to instructor feedback in terms of reliability and value, students still report feeling insecure when they are evaluated only by a peer and do not receive the expert knowledge attributed to the instructor (Ertmer et al. 2007) .
Taking these findings together, some differential impacts of feedback sources on developing skills are stated in favour of the teacher.
The present study
Research has shown that CF and FLA are related in foreign language learning (Krashen 1982; Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope 1986; Sheen 2008; Renko 2012; Zhang & Rahimi 2014) in both face-to-face and asynchronous online contexts (McNeil 2014). However, little has been investigated about the relationship between FLA and synchronous computer mediated language learning, as in online speaking tasks.
The major purpose of our study is to explore the relationship between anxiety in learning a FL and the beliefs students have about the feedback they receive from their teachers while carrying out synchronous online speaking tasks. Within the scope of this main aim, an answer to the following question has been sought: In virtual teaching and learning environments, are students' beliefs on their teachers' feedback related to students' level of anxiety when learning a FL? Also, how do students perceive different types of CF and does such perception vary as a function of their level of anxiety?
Method

Context of the study
The participants were enrolled in an Intermediate English language course (B1.1) at the School of Languages at a Spanish university, which has been fully online since its foundation (more information about its pedagogic and assessment model can be found on the university's website: http://www.uoc.edu/portal/en/centre-modern-languages/). Here communication skills play an important role during both written and oral language as it is used in a context of communicative learning, using asynchronous audio and video recordings on LANGblog and synchronous interactions between students via Skype-Tandem. It should be stressed that only student-student interaction is offered in the speaking tasks for B1.1. This restriction justifies the decision to collect their views on feedback from the consultant in a hypothetical situation where teachers and students do interact synchronously.
Participants
A total of 50 students enrolled in an Intermediate English Language course, which is the equivalent of B1.1 level according to the Common European Framework, participated in the study. More than half (66%) were women. Also, two thirds of the participants were older than 25 (66%). Catalan is the mother tongue of almost two thirds (64%). Slightly over half of the participants (58%) were first-time online students. Other interesting facts about the participants are that the majority (76%) started learning English during their compulsory schooling years (7-15 years old) and very few have lived or worked in an English-speaking country (96%). In addition, only a minority has any contact with English speakers (12%). Finally, slightly over a third of the participants use English at work (36%).
Instruments
In order to collect the data, two questionnaires have been adapted, through which more demographic information has been collected (gender, age, mother tongue, language learning experience with online experience with courses, other issues related to language learning). The original instruments were translated from English into both Spanish and Catalan by the first author, who is a native speaker of English, Catalan and Spanish. A series of back translation procedures were employed to verify the accuracy of the translations, with the aid of Spanish and Catalan native speakers (two university professors with e-learning experience). Any discrepancies were discussed as well as the questionnaires revised and again back-translated in the few instances where necessary. a Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) (adapted from Horwtiz, Horwitz, & Cope 1986) was used as a measure of the students' specific anxiety reaction towards the learning of a foreign language. This scale consists of 33 items worded as a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from "strongly agree" (5 points) to "strongly disagree". It was designed to assess the degree to which learners feel anxious about learning during English class, including the dimensions of Comfortableness in using English inside and outside the classroom, which is made up of items reflecting students' ease when using English, either at school or with a native speaker outside (sample item: "I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my foreign language class"); Communication Apprehension, which contains items that indicate anxiety, shyness and bodily reactions towards speaking in the foreign language (sample item: "I get nervous and confused when I am speaking in my language class"); Speech anxiety, which contains a group of items indicating circumstances and components of the foreign language learning context. These, as a result of cognitive appraisal, are understood as ego-threatening and result in anxiety response. Items 29, 15 and 4 are related to the students' fear of not understanding their teacher (sample item: "It frightens me when I don't understand what the teacher is saying in the foreign language"); items 7 and 23 are related to the students' fear of doing worse than their classmates (sample item: "I keep thinking that the other students are better at languages than I am"); Fear of failing the Class (items 16, 25, 30) (sample item: "Even if I am well prepared for language class, I feel anxious about it"); and Negative attitudes toward Learning English (items 6 and 17) (sample item: "During language class, I find myself thinking about things that have nothing to do with the course"). These dimensions loaded on four separate dimensions in the original study by Aida (1994) . In the current Spanish sample, the items pertaining to Communication Apprehension, Speech anxiety, and Negative attitudes toward Learning English were best described by a single Anxiety factor, whose alpha for internal consistency for the 23 items was .944. This factor, explaining 46.7% of the variance, greatly accounts for the Foreign Language Anxiety construct. The alpha for the 3-item Comfortableness with the Foreign Language factor was .59. Inasmuch as the internal consistency of this factor was marginal, we included these data for heuristic value only given their substantive importance. The results should be interpreted with caution. b Corrective Feedback Belief Scale (CFBS) (adapted from Fukuda 2004) . This instrument collects the beliefs students have on the feedback received when speaking in a foreign language. From the first to the end of the sixth category, there were 22 items which were aimed at the exploration of students' judgments about the giving and receiving of spoken error correction, frequency of giving and receiving spoken error correction, time of spoken error correction, types of errors which need to be corrected, types of spoken error correction and sources for providing spoken error correction, and specific CF methods. Each of the above mentioned items in the questionnaire form had been designed based on a 5-point-Likert-scale ranking in "strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree" or "always, usually, sometimes, occasionally, never" also, "very effective, effective, neutral, ineffective, very ineffective". The alpha reliabilities for CFBS and FLCAS in the present study were .731, indicating acceptable internal consistency for the instrument (Devellis 2001) . In addition, since only parts of the questionnaire were used in the present study, the reliability index of the four sections was estimated as follows: time of spoken error correction (α = 0.754), types of spoken errors that need to be corrected (α = 0.880), sources for providing spoken error correction (α = 0.749), and specific CF methods (α = 0.59).
Procedure
The two questionnaires, merged into a single document divided into two parts, were distributed online (Google Surveys) to reduce costs and enable participants to fill in the online questionnaire by means of an invitation containing a link to it. The invitation containing the link briefly explained the research proposal. After reading the message, respondents had to decide whether to participate or not. If they decided to do so by clicking on the link, they were sent to the questionnaire which had an introduction in which the aim of the survey was again explained with a respectful and understandable language, while making it clear that it was a voluntary survey and that their data would remain confidential. After answering some demographic questions, the participants moved on to the FLCAS and then to the CFBS. Students were contacted via their class tutors who published a message on their Notice boards in their online classrooms after having received their coordinator's approval. After 2 weeks approximately a reminder was published following the aforementioned procedure. Students had the possibility of completing the survey in Catalan or in Spanish so two sets of surveys were available online. 41 students out of 50 chose the Catalan version.
In order to identify anxious and non-anxious participants in the whole group (n = 50), a cluster analysis was performed. More specifically, in this study, we applied the two-step clustering and hierarchical clustering with squared Euclidian distances. Hierarchical Cluster Analysis is the primary statistical method for finding relatively homogeneous clusters of cases based on measured characteristics. It starts with each case as a separate cluster, and then combines the clusters sequentially, reducing the number of clusters at each step until only one cluster remains (Aldenderfer & Blashfield 1984) . The respondents were clustered based on the variable Anxiety (M = 74.38, SD = 16.71), yielding two clearly distinct groups. Finally, 23 participants or 46% were grouped into the first cluster group, characterized by high scores (M = 79, SD = 15.64), and 27 or 54% into the second cluster group C2, characterized by lower scores (M = 53, SD = 18.03). Analyses were made using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences 20.0 (version 20.0 for Windows, SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA).
Results
Our aim was to explore the relationship between anxiety in learning a FL and the beliefs students have about the feedback they receive from their teachers while carrying out synchronous online speaking tasks. The differences were sought with regard to the necessity and frequency of CF; methods of CF, timing, types of errors, and choice of correctors. In the following sections, participants' responses are reported with regard to their beliefs about CF in oral synchronous communication task.
Necessity and frequency of the feedback
With regards to the responses of the high-and low-anxiety groups to the necessity of error correction ("I want to receive corrective feedback (e.g., provide a hint for me to self-correct, tell me that I have made an error, or correct my error) when I make mistakes"), 88% of the students in the high-and 100% of the students in the low-anxiety groups responded "strongly agree" or "agree". Furthermore, both groups agree that they take into account CF in future tasks. Regardless of their level of anxiety, both groups were in favour of receiving CF frequently. As illustrated in Table 1 , there was no statistically significant difference between the two groups.
The results clearly indicate that the students in both groups, regardless of their level of anxiety in oral communication classes, were in favour of receiving CF.
Methods of feedback
As far as methods of CF are concerned, the students in both groups rated Explicit correction as the most effective method, followed by Metalinguistic feedback, Repetition by the teacher, Clarification, Elicitation and Recast. No corrective feedback was the least favoured method by the two groups. However, as we show in Table 2 , T-test analysis showed a significant difference between the learners' preferences only in two methods of CF: Recast and Metalinguistic feedback, which were better rated by students who reported higher levels of anxiety in oral communication classes.
Types of errors to correct
Responses to types of errors to correct have also been analysed, showing that both High-and Low-level anxiety groups agree that Serious errors was a priority (LA: M = 3.45, SD = .61, and HA: M = 3.67, SD = . However, there were not any statistically significant differences between the preferences in the two groups of participants about the types of errors to correct.
As for the timing of Feedback, both high and low anxiety groups consider that CF is most effective after finishing speaking (LA:M = 4.15, SD = .91, and HA:M = 4.07, SD = .58), CF after the activity (LA:M = 3.90, SD = 1.7, and HA: M = 3.50, SD = 1.22), then Immediate CF (LA: M = 3.40, SD = 1.04., and HA:M = 3.33, SD = 1.12), and finally CF at the conclusion of class (LA:M = 3.30, SD = 1.29., and HA:M = 2.67, SD = 1.28). In addition, the High-level anxiety group always scores higher than the Low anxiety group with only one exception, which is Immediate CF. However, there were not any statistically significant differences between the two groups. Table 3 shows the responses of both groups when it comes to the source of the correction. Regardless of their level of anxiety, Teachers were the most valued, followed by Myself and Classmates, which is the least valued by the leaners. T-test analysis showed a significant difference between the preferences related with the Teacher as source of CF. That is, the Low-level anxiety group values Teacher feedback as more effective than the other sources of feedback when compared to the High-level anxiety group. Finally, no significant differences have been observed between the sociodemographic variables and the preference for a specific type of feedback or the timing of the CF and neither for any of the types of errors nor source of feedback.
Source of feedback
Discussion
This study aims at answering the following questions: In virtual teaching and learning environments, are students' beliefs on their teachers' feedback related to students' level of anxiety when learning a FL? Also, how do students perceive different types of CF and does such perception vary as a function of their level of anxiety? In this sense, our study yielded some interesting results, which will now be discussed.
First, both High-and Low-anxiety groups strongly support provision of CF in oral tasks, which is in line with what Zhang and Rahimi (2014) found in their study. Respondents, regardless of their anxiety level, were very interested in using CF in order to improve their future tasks, which is encouraging for teachers to see since feedback to be considered as such needs to be engaging (Carless 2007) . Tseng and Tsai (2007) concluded that reinforcing feedback that provides a positive feeling or recognition of the work and suggestive feedback provided by peers are most useful for subsequent learning. Clearly, CF is in intimate relation with a student's emotional make-up and needs to go hand in hand for positive outcomes (Ozmen & Aydın 2015) .
Interestingly, respondents in both groups seem not to like too much CF. These results are not in keeping with the ones in Zhang and Rahimi (2014) , whose respondents chose Usually and Immediate CF as their most preferred answers while our respondents chose Sometimes. It is also worth mentioning that the High-level anxiety group in our study consistently scores higher than the Low-level anxiety group in Immediate CF. Such pattern may be due to the fact that Immediate CF may interrupt the natural flow of speech and that it may also undermine both the speaker's confidence and increase anxiety, especially in the high-level anxiety group. The results agree with some of the findings in Martínez (2013) where nearly two-thirds of his participants reported resent and worry when their teacher immediately corrected them and that almost half of the participants hated making oral mistakes, thus undermining their confidence.
As far as responses to types of errors to correct are concerned, both High-and Lowlevel anxiety groups agree that Serious errors are a priority, which is also observed in Zhang and Rahimi (2014) and Abedi et al. (2015) . It is fair to add that Zhang and Rahimi (2014) also think that Serious problems are a source of great anxiety, confusion and disappointment in communication, thus leading often times to communicative breakdown. We may partially agree with such explanations since our participants have registered for a communicative course in nature, which is well-grounded on constructivism (active learning in real-life situations), thus encouraging students to interact by means of tools such as Skype. Any communicative breakdown in such a context can prove problematic for the speakers. Second, concerning appraisal of different types of CF, the students in both groups rated explicit correction as the most effective strategy, which confirms that most of the teachers' oral CF had positive impacts on the students' affective variables, specifically lowering their anxiety about speaking English (Lee 2016; Renko 2012; Zhang & Rahimi 2014) .
More interestingly, the pattern seems to be also true across learning environments, since the participants of our study are from an online environment. In particular, our study showed that Recast and Metalinguistic feedback were better rated by the students who reported higher levels of anxiety in oral communication classes, which is critical information for tutors when delivering feedback. Partially contradicting results can be found in Abedi et al. (2015) , who found elicitation, implicit correction and recast as the most effective methods irrespective of the anxiety level of the participants. In fact, the students' online learning environment, in which active learning and interaction inspired by constructivism occurs, leads students to view specific CF methods as more effective such as Metalinguistic feedback, which entails high-quality feedback and fosters uptake (Lyster & Ranta 1997) .
Finally, our results also reveal that all the students prefer feedback coming from the teacher. When it comes to the source of the correction, both anxiety groups scored Teachers the highest followed by Myself and then Classmates, which is the least valued. By and large, our results are in line with other researchers who also found teachers as the most preferred source for CF, considering it as more reliable (Ertmer et al. 2007 ; Van den Boom et al. 2007 ). These results may contradict Baralt and Gurzynski-Weiss (2011) and Ahmadi and Sadeghi (2016) where teachers may be a cause for greater anxiety when they are also the interlocutors in a task, especially due to differentials in power relationships. Therefore, teachers seem to have a critical role when delivering CF in both face-to-face and online environments since according to our study and Zhang and Rahimi (2014) , students consider teachers as their prime source of knowledge and expertise. In addition, one must consider a possible influence from the learning environment when we see that self-correction is in second position in our study while it is last in Zhang and Rahimi (2014) since self-evaluation is encouraged in e-learning (Hopkins 2010) . Furthermore, Butler and Lee (2010) stated that teachers and students perceived the effectiveness of self-assessment differently depending on their teaching/ learning contexts.
In general terms, the two research questions have been answered by providing evidence. We have evidence that confirms the fact that in virtual teaching and learning environments students' beliefs on their teachers' feedback is related to students' level of anxiety when learning a FL, which is in line with similar findings in face-to-face learning environments. Furthermore, students' perception of different types of CF does vary as a function of their level of anxiety also in line with face-to-face learning environments. However, interestingly, students in an online environment have shown slightly different preferences in types of CF, showing that the learning environment may have a significant effect on CF preference.
